In this pilot project, two independent raters applied the 25 items of the Depravity Standard to each of the six perpetrators to determine which of each pair was the more culpable. Interclass correlation coefficients revealed a high degree of agreement between the raters, attesting to the re- 
to what makes a crime "depraved," and are often forced to rely on subjective arguments for and against the presence of depravity in a given offense [3, 4] .
Forensic science and medicine's embrace of evidencebased practice may hold great promise for enhancing the fairness of sentencing [1] . Can criminal punishments better reflect a perpetrator's intent, actions, and attitude about crime, rather than the financial resources of an offender, his race, his clan, or his governmental influence?
Forensic psychiatrist Michael Welner, MD, conceived the Depravity Standard to apply scientific rigor to criminal sentencing decision-making by identifying categories of evidence that distinguish the worst-of-the-worst crimes [5] .
In this regard, the Depravity Standard promotes the use of the harshest punishments and prison sentences for the most heinous or depraved of crimes. The Depravity Standard is also appropriate for use at other stages of justice, such as assisting prosecutors in determining appropriate charges to assign, and in establishing those inmates for whom early prison release may be appropriate because of the relative lack of depravity of their offense [6] .
The Depravity Standard is additionally well suited for apportioning culpability in cases with more than one actor and conspirator. The mechanism for assessing cases with the Depravity Standard examines individual perpetrators and their unique role in a crime independent of contamination from other co-conspirators. This is potentially important both in the investigative phase, to identify the primary perpetrator for further investigation, especially in cases of multiple actors, and for ensuring that the severity of punishment is fairly apportioned to those who have earned the distinction of being most blameworthy.
The United States has been the site of three high-profile terrorist events with dual perpetrators: the 1995 Oklahoma City bombing, the 2013 Boston Marathon bombing, and the 2015 San Bernardino mass shooting. This pilot study will investigate the efficacy of the Depravity Standard in apportioning culpability in these multiple perpetrator terrorism cases. 
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Introduction
The justice system in the United States couples stability of the rule of law with evolution borne of the turbulent creativity of diverse perspective. Among the areas closely scrutinized are criminal sentencing and how to make punishment of crime fair, and less colored by biases.
Currently, criminal law in the U.S. distinguishes "aggravating factors" as certain features in a crime that warrant harsher sentencing, yet there are no standardized definitions for terms like "heinous," "atrocious," "cruel" or "depraved" that can increase sentencing when found present Attitude items, dealing with the emotional perspectives of the perpetrator(s) ( Table-1 ).
Sample
This sample includes 6 individuals who engaged in three high-profile terrorist events in the U.S. with two perpetrators, and were convicted for their actions or died in the commissioning of their offense. For the purposes of this pilot study, terrorism is defined as "the use or threat of action where the use or threat is designed to influence the government or to intimidate the public or a section of the public, and/or the use or threat is made for the purpose of advancing a political, religious, or ideological cause" [7] .
The three cases contained unique relationship types between the offenders. The April 19, 1995 Oklahoma City bombing was perpetrated by ex-U.S. Military acquaintanc- Table- 2.
Data Collection and Analysis
Case Rating
Two raters trained in the use of the Depravity Standard were recruited for this pilot study. Using the thorough case summaries, the two raters acting independently applied the 25 items to each of these 6 perpetrators across the three cases to see if it could be determined which of the pair was the more culpable. Each rater rated an item as being present, absent, or insufficient data available to determine.
Statistical analyses
Data analysis was performed using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 24 for Windows (IBM Corp. [8] ). Data was entered as a score of 1 = Item Present, or 0 = Item Absent/ Insufficient Data Available to Determine. Interrater reliability was measured using two-way random interclass correlation coefficients. Overall ratings for each of the perpetrators were summarized as the mean score across both raters per perpetrator.
Results
Interclass correlation coefficients revealed a high degree of agreement between the raters, attesting to the reliability of the DS items, with coefficients ranging from 0.79 to 0.96. The total scores from each rater were averaged to produce a Mean Depravity score for each of the six perpetrators.
Examination of the Mean Depravity Standard scores reveals that Oklahoma City bomber Timothy McVeigh had more Depravity Standard items present and was thus found to be more culpable than Terry Nichols, whereas Tamerlan Tsarnaev and Dzhokhar Tsarnaev, and Syed Farook and Tashfeen Malik, were all equally culpable (Table-3 
Discussion
This pilot study indicates that the 25 items of the Depravity Standard can be applied to acts of domestic terrorism involving multiple perpetrators in the United States in order to apportion culpability. Such information could be vital in sentencing and parole considerations. For example, the recent release of Fuerzas Armadas de Liberación Nacional terrorists in the United States, a group that advocated for the independence of the United States territory of Puerto Rico, was a source of considerable controversy [9] .
However, there was no available systematic and evidencerooted means for objectively considering the relative responsibility of these subjects in the crimes.
The Oklahoma City bombing is the only of the three provide can be expected to be self-serving, given the consequences of legal accountability [10] . Forensic specialists still need to piece together collateral information from multiple sources, as was done for this pilot study.
Ongoing research is currently being conducted to calculate weightings for the items [11, 12] . Preliminary results
from this online survey demonstrate that the general public find some items more depraved than others. As scores were unweighted in this study, and it is unlikely that all 
Conclusion
Sentencing decisions in the U.S. are frequently reported to be biased based on gender, age, sociodemographic status, race, and ethnicity, and other factors [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] . The results of this pilot study have demonstrated that the Depravity Standard tool provides an unbiased accounting for depravity in terrorism cases, stripping away these biasing factors. For example, despite Tashfeen Malik being female, a fact that one would expect to see leniency because of [19] , she scored 0.5 higher on her Depravity Score than her husband. There is often a presumption in major crime cases that the male perpetrator is the prime mover and principally responsible. This pilot study suggests that the Depravity Standard as applied to domestic terrorism promotes analysis free of gender bias, with a finding that some might deem unexpected.
Additionally, 19-year-old Dzhokhar Tsarnaev scored only 0.5 lower on his Depravity Score than his 26-yearold brother Tamerlan Tsarnaev. Younger age is a factor that typically begets a presumption that a teenager was led passively by an adult co-conspirator [20] . The Depravity Standard demonstrates that this thinking, too, may prove to be a product of bias rather than evidence. These findings also demonstrate flaws in the general assumption that one perpetrator is always the leader or always more culpable, with two of the three cases showing it not to be the case.
Relative culpability can be informed by a higher magnification of the evidence of the case. The Depravity Standard affords this scrutiny to examine the intent, victim choice, 
